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relations and the probability of a divorce (/),
nor the loss of friends (g}> nor mental pain or
distress or bodily illness (A), for " bodily pain or
suffering cannot be said to be the natural result
in all persons" (i), nor even expulsion from a
religious society (&). " The risk of temporal loss
is not the same as temporal loss " (/), and there-
fore no action will lie for speaking disparaging
words of a candidate of a club, in consequence of
which the majority of the club refuse to change
the rules in such a way as to improve the chances
of his election (m).

It used to be thought that the loss of general
business, as distinct from the loss of specific cus-
tom, was not admissible in evidence as special
damage to support an action for words not action-
able per se. Having regard, however, to the
decision of the Court of Appeal in Eatdiffe v.
Evans (n), it would now appear to be the law
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